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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF
SQUTH CAROLINA
DOCKET NO. 90-698-C - ORDER NO. 91-412

MAY 29, 1991

ORDER APPROVING

IN RE: Application of GTE South, Inc. for an
RATES AND CHARGES

Adjustment in Rates for Intrastate
Telephone Service Furnished by it in
~the State of South: Carolina.

INTRODUCTION

"This matter is before the Public Service Commission of South

Carolina (the Commission) on the Application of GTE South, Inc.

_ntrastate telephone setvi

Company in the st

mber;BO, 1990,,:'

1990

a9=5zof1sgpp.

y's Application, its propo

__calculatlan.{ The Company s presently authorlzed rates and. charge

were approved by Order No; 85 200, dated March 27, 1985, in ‘Docket
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No. 84-390-C.

By letter dated December 11, 1990, the Commission’s Executive
Director instructed the Company to publish a prepared Notice of
Filing and Hearing, once a week for two consecutive weeks, in
newspapers of general circulation in the Company's affected
service areas in South Carolina. The Notice of Filing indicated
the nature of the Company’s Application and advised all interested
parties of the manner and time in which to file appropriate

"Wéiéédings The Company was likewise redoigedfﬁo'notify'difecfly“

omers affected by the proposed rates and charges

on

February 8, 1991 the Company furnlshed aff1dav1ts demonstratlng.
that the Notice of Filing and Hearing had been duly published in
accordance with the instructions of the Executive Director. In

addztlon, the Company certlfled that a copy of the Notlce_of

raby MCI Telecommunications

] Andrew D

Woodham. Jr.- Further, on March 22 ,_hp,p_“y-p;_pﬂ;?dax_o_;,g

' “allowed to intervene out of time.  GTE filed its memorandum in °

1. HMCI petltloned to intervene out of time on March 1, 1991,
. This petition was granted by CommlSSlOH Order No 91 208, issued on
: March 13,11991.;T e , i L e
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opposition to the intervention on March 25, 1991. o©On April 1,
1991, the Commission issued Order No. %1-273, denying the Motion.
Wwith its Application, the Company filed prepared direct
testimony and exhibits of the following nine (9) witnesses: Bruce
M. Holmberg, Vice President - Regulatory and Governmental Affaifs,
Jerry R. Austin, Treasurer, Norman L. Farmer, Director of Revenue
and Earnings Management, Barry A. Johnson, Director of Regulatory
Accounting, Edward W. Klassen, Staff Manager - Rate Design,
'ThéodofemW:'Kﬂhkléf"ﬁanager'¥ Access Pricing, James W. Turner,J

State of

outh Carollna, Douglas E, Well

Manager = Separatlons ‘and Access Cost, and Dr. James Vander Weid
Research Professor of Finance and Economics — Duke University.

The Company filed rebuttal testimony and exhibits on April 2, 1991

~for the following witnesses: Larry B. Reed, Director of Accounting

Certified Public Accountant. AT&T tlmely flled the direct
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testimony of Ronnie §. Dowdy, Manager - State Government Affairs
for AT&T. Andrew D. Woodham, Jr. timely filed his direct
testimony and exhibits. The Staff timely filed the direct
testimony and exhibits of Thomas L. Ellison, Public Utilities
Acconntant, James M. McDaniel, Chief, Telecommunications
Department, Gary E. Walsh, Assistant Director, Utilities
pivision, and Dr. R. Glenn Rhyne, Jr., Director of Research.
Revised direct testimony and exhibits of Thomas L. Ellison and
James M. McDaniel were subsequently filed and served.

) Thereafter, in accordance wlth the appllcable prov1srons of

lanirn the Comm1551cn s Rules of Practlce and Procedure, ‘a publlc'
hearing relative to the matters asserted in the Company’s
Application was commenced on April 1, 1991. "The Honorable

i Marjorle Amos Frazrer pre51ded M. John Bowen, Jr. Esqulre,

”J_rThomas R.‘Parker, Esqurre, Joe W-mFoster, Esqulre,’and Wayne L
Gocdrnm,_Esquire, represented the Company.“ Steven W Hamm,
Esqurre,'Elllott F. Elam, Jr Esqulre, and Carl F. McIntosh
Esqulre, represented the Consumer Advocate, Francrs P. Mccd

Esqulre, and- Jay R. Gentry Ortlz, Esqulre, represented AT&T, and

- D. Chrlstran Gccdall,_Esqulre, represented MCI : Andrew F

‘c_Woodham, Jr.=was present at the hearlng,abut was not represented 3

by ccunse; JF. Dav1d Butler, Esquxre, represented the Comm1551onf; "f,f

'fisteff.,_The'record con51ste of451x_(é)xvolumes:of*transcrlbed'
testimony and twenty-two (22) hearing exhibits. Briefs were filed
on behalf of the Company, the Consumer Advocate, AT&T, and MCI.

Members of the public were allowed input at the commencement of
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the hearing, and at a night hearing held in Myrtle Beach on April
11, 1991.

Upon full consideration of the Company's verified
Application, the evidence presented at the hearing, and the
applicable law, the Commission makes the following findings of
fact and conclusions of law.

II.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Company is a Virginia Corporation authorized to

conduct a publlc utility business in the State of South Carollna.

“wThe Company is a wholly ownedmsub51d1ary of GTE Corporatlon
2, The Company’s present rates and charges were approved by
Oorder No. 85-200, dated March 27, 1985 in Docket No. 84-390-C.

3. The Company owns, and operates exchanges and lines

'*iprov1d1ﬂ9510Ca_. ephone service to acce

_1n Abhevllle, Andrews,mBlshopv1lle, Calhoun Falls,.Conway,

hrhardt Falrfax Brunson,'Georgetown, Hemlngway,'Hollywood

aake Clty, Lamar, Laurens, Mannm;f=q"

: McCorm1ck MyrtlefBeach North Myrtle Beach, Olanta, O;aggzrr_;:;

Pawleys”

:?Pampllco, lland Shawv1ew Helghts, Summerto

5. By its Appl;catlon, the Company is seeklng an increase
in its rates and_charges for intrastate telephone service of =

$10,695,955.
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6. The appropriate operating revenues for the Company for
the test year under the present rates and after accounting and pro

forma adjustments are $78,005,926 which reflects a $1,215,982

decrease 1n per book revenues. .

The appropriate operatlngrrevenues under.the aprOVed SV

rates are $82,384,135, which reflects a net authorized increase in
operating revenues of $4,358,895, plus toll revenues of 519,314.
8. The appropriate operatlng expenses for the Company’s

1ntrastate telephone operatlons for the test vear under its

t::ates and after accountlng and pro forma ad;ustments are

$4,503,106.

9. The appropriate operating expenses under the approved

rates are $66,483, 379
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capital structure as of September 30, 1990.
14. That Staff’s embedded cost rates for long-term debt of
8.33% and the sStaff’s embedded cost rates for preferred stock of

0

6. 396 subject to mandatory redemptlon and 6.22% not sub]ect to

‘redemption as of September 30 1990 should-be used in

the determination of a fair, overall rate of return.
15. The reasonable rate of return on common equity that the

Company should be allowed to earn is 12.50% Wthh is adopted by

the Comm1551on for thls P

d cost rates and the capltal structure set forth in the

“pgef

Table below, the ‘Commission finds thetreasonable,

return is 10.83%.

WEIGHTED
COST

ITEM . . - ..  PERCENT. . COST

ate schedules

ereto as desc
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appropriate and should be adopted,
III.

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS

The e&zdence supportlng these flndlngs concernlhg.thé”iF-
Company’s business and legal status, last major case concerning
rates and charges, and location of company access lines, is
contained in the Company’s verified Appllcatlon, in prior
-:Comm1551on Oorders in the docket flles, of whlch the Comm1551on

takes notlce, in the testlmony of Company witness Holmberg, and in

the Exhlblt of Staff wltness Mcbanie
of fact are essentially informational, procedural, and
jurisdictional in nature, and the matters which they involve are

essentlally uncontested

ENCE“AND CONCLUSIONS,

he ev1dence for thes

_;the amount of the revenue ]
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A fundamental principle of the ratemaking process is the
establishing of a test year period. The reliance upon the test
year concept, however, is not designed to preclude the recognition

_ and use of other historical data Wthh may precede or postdate the

selected twelve month period.

Integral to the use of a test year, representing normal
operating conditions to be anticipated in the future, is the

necessity to make normallzlng adjustments to the historic test year

flgures.” Only thoee adjus fts which have reasonable and definlte_

characterlstlcs and which tend to 1nfluence reflected qQperating

experiences are'made'to give ‘proper con51derat10n torevenues;

expenses and investments, parker v. South Carolina Public Service

Commission, et.al., 280 s.C. 310, 313 S.E.2d 290 (1984).

Adjustmentsemayibeﬁallgyedgﬁer items occurring in_th?:ﬁi toric test
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Hearing Exhibits 8, 13, 16, 17, and 22.)

The Company, the Consumer Advocate, and the Staff differed on
many adjustments to operating revenue and operating expenses based

on the Company 5 Appllcatlon, testlmony and exhibits, the Consuner

TAdvocate 's testlmony and exhlblts,'and the Commlssion Staff
testimony, and Staff Report. Where the parties concurred said
adjustment need not be addressed, however, differences among the
partles with regard to the various adjustments will be discussed.

ACCOUNTING AND PRO FORMA ADJUSTMENTS

ADJUSTMENT TO OPERATING REVENUES TO TRUE-UP REVENUE FROM POLE

ATTACHMENT FEES

The Company proposes to true-up revenue received from pole

attachment fees relative to prior periods. The Staff proposes to

annualize gug@_pglg_reqtal attachment fees. The Company proposes

tmenp_'therefore,,the Comm1551on ‘adop

““ciié%fiblé'Expenseégffstafé7éﬁﬁdééé

”reflect;a normal year.f Uncollectlbles

':ﬂwere affected by Hurrlcane Hugo.ﬁ Wlth regard to adjustments to

”operatlng revenues,

“the stafffﬁ"”
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($35,203). With regard to Corporate Operations Expense Adjustments
to reflect the test year uncollectibles, the Staff recommends an
adjustment of ($410,250), whereas the Company recommends an

adjustment of ($106 461). _The Comm1551on belleves that 1t 15 .

apprOprlate to adjust uncollecflbles using an uncollectible rateff
which reflects a normal year. Applying a normalized rate to the
appropriate adjusted book level of revenues results in stating

uncollectible expenses as would be typical in a normal year

'Therefore,'the Staff adjustments are adopted.

- ADJUSTMENT TO CORPORATE .- OPERATION EXPENSE TO REFLEC

E'EQUIPMENT (CPE)

ELIMINATION F'

Both the Staff and the Company propose to remove revenues and
expenses associated with the deregulation of customer premise

equipment (CPE)} .

_The.Company requested an adjustment to Corporate
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advertising, membership dues to certain organizations and clubs,
employee gifts and awards, and miscellaneous other items such as
flowers, and novelty items. Staff also included sample items for

erhlch the Company did not prov1de support It has always been

.TComm1351on pollcy in past rate cases “to ellmlnate such 1tems as
listed above from expenses for ratemaking purposes. Therefore,
the Commission adopts the Staff’s adjustment of ($44,295) for the

toll revenue effect. Slmllarly, the Comm1551on adopts Staff’s

'madjustment of (%379, 494} from operatlng expenses “to” reflect the

eli

tlon of these 1tems for ratemaklng purposes N

SYNCHRONIZATION

Both the Staff and the Consumer Advocate’s office propose

_adjustments to operatlng taxes to reflect the effects of interest

ue consxderatlon, and con51d'ra

ADJUSTMENT 70 OPERATING TAXES 'ro REFLEC’I‘ THE EFFECTS OF INTEREST
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HURRICANE HUGO ADJUSTMENT

The Staff proposes an adjustment to operating revenues of
$36,956 to reflect the tell impact of its extraordinary retirements

due to Hurrlcane Hugo., Staff adjusted corporate operatlons expense“_

by $493 for the unco 1ect1ble xpenses related to such toll

revenue. The Commission is of the opinion that such adjustments
are appropriate under ratemaking principles and, therefore, adopts

Staff’s adjustments

The Staff proposes “to amortlze retirements due to Hurrlcane

Hugo over a three-year period. The Comm1551on is of the oplnlon

that the Staff’s adjustment of $321 344 is consistent.
ratemaking policy and correctly reflects amortization of
retirements due to the Hurricane Hugo over a three-year period.

The Comm1551on finds that the retirement of plant damaged by
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on verifiable wage increases, including annualization. Therefore,
the Commission adopts Staff’s adjustment to operating revenue for
the toll effect. With regard to operating expenses, Staff has

proposed an adjustment of $40 146 whereas the Company has proposed

.an adjustment of $311 139 Agaln, the Staff'”'adjustment is based
on verifiable information, and, therefore, the Commission adopts
Staff’s adjustment. Both the Staff and the Company propose
adjustments to payroll taxes and insurance due to changes in

“salaries and wages and insurance ‘rates. Staff proposes an

adjustment to toll revenue of $5 858 whereas the Company proposes

an a justment of $16 565 to operatlng“revenue for the toll effect
With regard to operating expenses, Staff proposes an adjustment of

$49,136, whereas the Company proposes an adjustment. of $139, 335.

Agaln, the Staff adjustments reflect consideration of verifiable

Justments -

arned by GTE Dlrectorles on 1ts'South Car operations.foﬂ"
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The Consumer Advocate believes that directory operations that are
related to the provision of utility services add substantial value
to telephone services and are necessary to the provision of

reasonably adequate telephone serv1ces Therefore, the Consumer

operations should be recognized as a credit in the determination of
the Company’s jurisdictional revenue requirements, rather than

being dlverted or placed under an unregulated afflllate The

Staff proposes “to book the effect of operating GTE Dxrectorie

separate company in the amount of 3673 982 The Company propose

an adjustment whereas'the Consumer Advocat pr
an adjustment of $839,920. After due consideration, this
Commission believes that the Staff’s proposal to book the effect of

operating GTE Directories

Incorporated as a separate company is a.

sdjustnont
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addressed the effect of Southern Bell’s decision to cease
publishing its own directories and to form a subsidiary to conduct
its directory operations. The Commission stated that "to ensure
that the establlshment of BAPCO [the sub51d1ary] as a separate
company caused no revenue requirement increase for Southern Bell’
intrastate operations in South Carolina, it is necessary to make a
pro forma adjustment, to test year directory revenues." Order No.
85-1, page 26. Based upon its determination that the establishment
of the subsidiary’s operations shbdld“ndt'advetsely affect'the

Southern_Bell ratepayers, the Commission required all of the

subsi 1ary s revenues to be 1nc1 ed as p
operating revenues for ratemaking purposes. The Commission
believes that this decision must be followed in this case.

This case (GTE) must be differentiated from that addressed in

m'1ts dlrectory operatlons,,the cr'atlo

D1rectotiesAmer1ca under Unlted did;no
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its ratepayers because it continued to impute 60% of
DirectoriesAmerica’s revenues to its books as it did under its
agreement with Berry. No adverse effect to the Company ratepayers
was llkely to occur.“_(The Commission did, however, put Unlted on.
notlce that in future rate proceedlngs, it would 1mpute 1006 of the"
directory operations.)
The case at bar is different. Despite the Company's
protestatlons to the contrary, Tr. 5, Johnson, at 88— 89, GTE
"Dlrectorles, Inc. :'unllke Berry in the United case, has aleays been

;an affiliate of GTE South, Inc., and 1ts dlrectory opera

related to the prov151on of‘utllity serv1ces,:add sub
to telephone services, and are necessary to the provision of

reasonably adeqguate telephone services. Tr. 4, Effron, at 59.

This linkage,demagds4recognition as operating revenue to the .
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of ($98,243), whereas the Staff proposes an adjustment of
($70,808). sStaff’s adjustment is based on annualizing the actual
decrease in billing and collection rates which took place during
the test period. The Company estimated the amount of such
.dée;éa;e. The staff’'s adjustment is héreby adopted.

RATE CASE EXPENSES

Both the Staff and the Company propose to record the effects
of amortizing expenses associated with this current rate case. The
Company’s adjustment is based upon estimated expenses, whereas the

Both artles

£f used actual verifiable . dat

proposed a three-year amortization of the expenses. Since theuh”
Staff used actual verifiable expenses to date, the Commission
hereby adopts Staff’s position. Staff’s adjustment of $206 for the

toll revenue effect versus the Company’s adjustment of $1,396 for
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Company’s reorganization. The Staff proposes an adjustment of
($926,476), whereas the Company proposes an adjustment of
($721,397). The Staff used actual costs in its calculations
relatlng to pro forma savings which will result from the
reorganlzatlon. The Companyis adjustment made use of cost
estimates to project savings. The sStaff’s adjustment seems the

most appropriate of the two and is therefore adopted.

OTHER PQST RETIREMENT BENEFITS

‘The Company and Staff have included in their respective - .

_revenue. requirements t] emeffects of 1mplement1ng Oth st

JwRetlrement Benefits ( “on the other hand th Cons:
Advocate suggested that this adjustment should not be accepted by
the Commission. Staff and the Company’s adjustments come under

the recently issued Financial Accountlng Standards_Board Statement

ual technigues ut




DOCKET NO. 90-698-C - ORDER NO. 91-412
MAY 29, 1991
PAGE 20

are similar to those utilized in the normal pension calculations.
rherefore, the Company and Staff have advanced an adjustment which,
in the Commission’s opinion, will work to the benefit of the
Company’'s ratepayers. Staff proposes an expense adjustment of
$512;483 which has a toll revenue impact'of"$59,434,'whereas the
Company proposes an adjustment of $574,187, with a toll impact of
$67,918. The Staff position is a more appropriate one since it is
based on actual dollars as much as possible in arriving at the
adjustment amount. The Staff adjustment is therefore adopted.

REVISIONS IN NON REGULATED ALLOCATION PROCEDURES

Both:the staff and the Company proposed to reflect the 1mpact
of revisions in non-regulated allocation procedures. The Staff did

not annualize such impact due to fluctuations of allocated amounts

~outside the test year. Staff’s adjustment is most appropriate and

_f July 1, 1990

‘ratesras.

Oﬂcomputat1onal method0109Y and the calculatzon cf amortlzatlon of

leasehoId;gmptqvements,h Staff proposes an adjustment of $993 986

justment of*$l 063 429

;Thé R
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Consumer Advocate’s proposal of $371,429 differs from the Company
proposal due to the treatment of the customer premises wiring

account., The Consumer Advocate proposes to amortize the amount
remaining on the Company’s books as of July 1991, when the rates in
this.case gd'intd efféét; c§er thfée years. The Conéuﬁ;flAd§6caté

states that if this is not done, then the Company will recover more

for this expense through rates than it recognizes on its books.

After due consideration, the Commission believes that the Staff’s
positiodn most accurately reflects the'depreciation:expenée'uéingt-“?f”';T

the represcribed rates a

nd end of period depreciable plant balances

and therefore, adopts Staff’s position.

PROPERTY TAXES

The staff and the Company propose to adjust for the pro forma

level of property taxes The Staff used updated property tax

calculations, the Com

FACILITIES LOCATED: ]

ny pkéﬁégéa to true-up capi
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carrying charges for South Carolina’s use of facilities located in
other states. sStaff included South Carolina's share of such
facilities in rate base in lieu of allowing a return on the
jnvestment component to be included in carrying charge rates.

" Staff eliminated charges for property not yet used by South
Carolina and did not go outside of the test year on investment
levels. With regard to operating expenses, staff proposed an
adjustment of ($826,030) versus the Company’s proposed adjustment

of $44,918. The Staff’s proposed adjustment is adopted. The

m1551on also adopts Staff's proposed adjustment to toll of
(%100, 3235 1nstead of the Company s proposed adjustment of'$5 234:

INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION

Both Staff and the Company propose to reflect Interest buring

Construction (IDC) at an end—ofmperiod level. Staff’s adjustment

in udes IDC on a pro;ect whlch_

‘eeeon, the Staff adjustmen__:%;”{

roposed ad;ustmentéof';h

“ffﬁfoperating revenues of ($12 799),=whereas the Company proposes an

xpenses,_Staff

itadjustment of ($714) : Wlth regard to operatlng
mmends an ad]ustment of {$92 339), whereas;thewCompany

: udit, Staff B

Durlng ‘st ff"

recommends an adjustment of $5 4?3
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found certain errors in the Company’'s normalization adjustments.
The Commission is of the opinion that the Staff adjustments, as
recommended to both operating revenues and operating expenses, most
correctly reflect adjustments for the put-of-period items.

PROPERTY HELD FOR FUTURE USE

Staff makes a recommendation for adjustments to both operating
revenues and operating taxes to reflect the removal of property
taxes associated with Property Held for Future Use. Staff has

proposed an adjustment of ($392) to operating revenues.énd ($1,670)

:_:PQ_pperating.taxes-{net of“income,taxes) to reflect th

prdberty taxes associated wit property held for future
future use property represents a building which was replaced and
was booked to property held for future use in error. The

commission approves Staff’s adjustment to both operating revenues

AXEgiBND.leéﬁSE 

adjustments

5 réflect gros

na. adjustment of gro
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and license fees, therefore, the staff’s adjustments are approved.
This reflects gross receipts on revenues approved in this Order,
pased on Staff’s report. Gross receipts taxes on other revenue
adjustment approved herein are contained in such adjustment.
LEGAL FEES

The staff proposes to eliminate legal fees connected with a
lawsuit involving deregulated operations and legal fees which
should have been assigned to North Carolina. Staff proposes an

adjustment of ($4,114) for the toll effect. The Commission finds

such

) adgustment to be approprlate, since derequlated operatlons

should not be charged to the Company,”nor should“N'rth Carollna h
legal fees. Similarly, staff recommends an adjustment of ($28,346)
to corporate operations expense to reflect the elimination of the

same legal fees. Again, for the same reasons, the Staff’s

..“The CommlsSLOn takes the posxtlon that mun1C1pa1 business':_ﬂ_,ﬁ

7'75ratepayer as a separate lzne 1tem on the customers' bllls and

g hould_be bxlled only to. the ratepayer 11v1n

i;@PQS}Fg thg_tax. The Staff ad]ustments recogﬂlze-this princ1ple, |

ﬁ_1n the jurisdlctlon S
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and are therefore adopted.

MORTGAGE INTEREST RATE DIFFERENTIALS

The Staff proposes to lower the expenses for amounts paid by
the Company relating to mortgage interest rate differentials. Such
interest is'ndtHCOnSideréd'to be an above-the-line item.

Therefore, the Staff’s proposed adjustment of ($244) to operating
revenues for the toll effect is hereby approved and the Staff’s
proposed adjustment of ($1,699) to operating expenses 1is hereby
approved. | .

MEMBERSHIP DUES AND LOBBYING

The ‘Staff proposes to fémove the portlon of membership‘dués
payments to telephone associations which are related to lobbying,

entertainment and other items not considered to be allowable for

ratemaking. Therefore, the Staff’s proposed adjustment of ($374)
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Commission finds this adjustment to be appropriate and therefore

adopts 1it.

OFFICER PAY INCREASES

The Staff proposes to remove officer pay increases from test
year expénSes. This is consistent with this Commission’s treatment
of such increases in prior utility rate cases involving major
utility companies. Therefore, the staff's adjustment of ($1,367)
for the toll effect is approved, as is the Staff’'s adjustment of
($11,895) to corporate operations expense.

o _BENEFITS N
e Staff also proposes an adjustment of ($247) to operatlng
revenues for the toll effect and ($2,146) to corporate operations
expense to reflect removal of related benefits associated with
officer pay increases. Since this is also consistent with previous

iJustments are

_Bo_hﬁthe Staff and thﬁmCOh”,_f:_Hf;_

peratlng_revenues and

Z"ffﬁadjustment of {$323 000) ’The Commlssxon is of the oplnlon that

_Tﬂthe Staff adjustments to O,I?t'-—‘1-'@“311“3-’Te"*en"“és and operatlng expenses

sreduction. .
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more correctly reflect the revenues and expense levels reflecting a
reduction in the employee levels after the test year ended. The
Staff's adjustment places salaries and wages on a going forward
level., Therefore, the Staff adjustments are adopted. The Staff
also recommends adjustments to operating revenues and operating
expenses to reflect eliminatieon of related benefits and taxes due
to the reduction in salaries and wages associated with changes in
employee levels. Staff recommends an adjustment of ($2,415) to
operating revenues and ($20,177) to operating expenses. The

Comm1531on belleves that such adjustments are approprlate and such

ad]ustments are therefore adopted

TOLL POOL NORMALIZATION

The Staff, the Company, and the Consumer Advocate all proposed

adjustments to operating revenue to adjust toll pool revenues to

Sth- the Staff and”

;,016 004) dThé e

The months

rlcane Hugo.

Effron at 54 55. 'The.Consime e

or the twelve month'peried
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January, 1991 be used as the normalized level of toll revenues.

The testimony of David Effron noted that this is reasonable because

it eliminates the months in the test year which appear to have been
abnormally low, and the midpoint of the twelve months ended January

31, 1991 is July 31, 1990, which is the date as of which the rate

base is calculated. Therefore, the use of this twelve month period

is consistent with a July 31, 1990 rate base date., The effect of
utilizing this period is to increase the normalized level of toll
revenues included in total test year operating revenues by

52, 103 000 Tr. 4, Effron at 55. The Comm1551on agrees w1th the i
Consumer Advocate s assessment and reasonlng,‘and therefore, the |
Commission adopts the Consumer Advocate’s adjustment, based on this

reasoning.

1990 BASIC STUDIES CHANGES

Slnce the 1n ra ATA'

'thls:adjustment._

the B351c Study:Change _

procedures,

Therefore, the Basic. Studles would cause a reductlon 1n toll )

revenues. The Commlssion recognlzes the 1mpact of the Ba51c Study

Changes and accordlngly holds that the adjustment to toll revenue




" these procedures were :

DOCKET NO. 90-698-C - ORDER NO. 91-412
MAY 29, 1991
PAGE 29

is fair and reasonable.

CHANGES IN SEPARATION PROCEDURES

The Company and Staff have proposed to reduce operating
revenue to reflect changes in transitional separation procedures.
The separations Proéedures set forth the method of allocating costs
of operations between the intrastate and interstate regulatory
jurisdiction. These approved procedures are contained in the
Federal Communications Commission’s Rules and Regulations - Part
36. 1In these procedures the Commission has adopted a transitional

_SPF {Subsc;§bermp;ant_FactogQ”tQ move to an interstate gross .

"éiiagéiagf5£mié%'éﬁd'tréHSitionéi”ﬁﬁM factor to'move*td'éif.--~- ;-
unweighted Dial Equipment Minutes (DEM). In this case, the
transitional changes will result in a portion of -the Company costs
to be shifted to the intrastate jurisdiction. Since the Part 36

he “division revenue pr

1i1TféSﬁit'iﬁ;§Eﬁg

nt of $485,763

Ctrans

nat the results of the Par

h cost to the intrastate jurisdiction’
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for GTE South. Therefore, the Commission finds that these revenue
reductions which are based on studies using Part 36 procedures are
appropriate.
GTEDS

The Consumer Advooate proposes an adjustment of ($34,000) to
operating revenues and ($288,000) to plant non-specific expense to
remove excessive amounts paid to GTE Data Services Incorporated
(GTEDS). Neither, the Staff nor the Company has proposed such
adjustments. Larry B. Reed, rebuttal witness for the Company,
correctly points out that the Consumer Advocate w1tness David
Effron supports the proposed adjustments 51mply because GTEDS earns
a particular rate on equity on its transactions with its affiliate,
GTE South. Tr. 5, Reed at 11. See, Tr. 4, Effron, at 66, where
Effron states that GTEDS earned a return on average equity of

74’T2afély*22% ihglgggmﬂbéééai?f;pp#o}iwwﬁe

"on flnds that the

"“{thness Reed's testlmony and exhlblts (Hearlng Exhlblt 19)
-regardlng studies prepared by . companxes other than GTE as. belng
'.{hearsay and being an 1mproper attempt to get documents 1nto the

:record_in such a way that would run afoul of the Uniform Business
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Records as Evidence Act, S§.C. Code Ann.§19-5-510. As we understand
it, the Consumer Advocate’s objections pertain specifically to
Reed’s Rebuttal Schedules 1, 2, 3, and 6 of Hearing Exhibit 19.

The Consumer Advocate also cites State v. McFarlane, 306 S.E.2d 611

(s.C. 1983). 1In support of his objection, the Consumer Advocate T
questions schedules containing studies prepared by Price Water
House, Pricing Advisor, and Real Decisions, Tfanscript 5 at 5
through 7, 17, and 25. The objection of the Consumer Advocate must
be sustained.
. First, the studlesiln controversy do not fall Wlthln the
ausplces of the UnlformtBe51ness Records as Evidence Act They

were not proffered as documents prepared during the regular course

of business. See, Transcript 5 at 25. Therefore, the act is

inapplicable, as is State v. McFarlane, supra. However, the

Therefore,

;fstudles performed binTE Data Serv1ces _schedule574xand




" respectively.
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such schedules.

Further, the Commission hereby notes that it did not rely on
any of the excluded studies or testimony in making its decision to
exclude the Consumer Advocate’s proposed adjustment on GTEDS, but
it relied only upon the evidence remaining in the record after the

hearsay exclusions.

INCOME TAXES

Both the Company and the Consumer Advocate propose an
adjustment to true-up income taxes to an adjusted level. The
Staff s proposed adjustment is $211,619. Both the Company and the
' Consumer Advocate propose an aéjustment of $201 498) - staff's
adjustment is accepted as being the most consistent with the
adjusted taxable income level resulting from adjustments approved

in this case. Both the Company’s and the Consumer Advocate's

1g,propgsals ‘are rejected. -

Based upon its acceptance of-acco

 Comm1ss1on concludes that the approprlateloperating:revenues and
_expenses for the Company s 1ntrastate telephone operatlons for the

'rjunder 1ts presennr ate
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CUSTOMER GROWTH

consumer Advocate proposed an adjustment for customer growth.

staff proposes to record customer growth in the amount of $224,940.

The Company proposes an adjustment of $202,506, while the Consumer

Advocate ?roposes an adjustment of $63,000. As a result of the
adoption of the Consumer advocate’s adjustment for toll pool

revenue normalization, the commission finds that the appropriate

level of customer growth is $249,547, based on Staff’s methodology.

Based upon its finding of an appropriate net operating income
nd operatlng expenses, the Comm1551on concludes that the
approprlate Tevel of net operatlng income for return aftef
accounting and pro forma adjustments is $13,510,669. This

calculation is shown in Table A.

TABLE A
NET.-INCOME FOR RETURN

'PEe _
Interest Durlng ‘Construction
- Customer G;owth“.

66,483,379

Net' Operatlng “Income . 15,900,756
. ‘v—Interest puring- Constructlon. i BT,571
‘Customer: Growth. o L 249.54?{

2

Net Income for Return ' SR | 14:




'ﬁffalr and ‘reasonable’ rate ‘of return, The rate base:

’ 'lheld for future use; . less accumulated de

'“ljdeferred 1ncome tax (llberallzed depr301at10n) and_oustomef
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EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NO. 12
The evidence supporting these findings concerning proper
methodology and level of cash working capital and proper itens to
be included in the Company’s rate base can be found in the exhibits
and testimony of Company witness Johnson, Consumer Advocate witness
Effron, and Commission Staff witness Ellison.

Pursuant to £.C. Code Ann.,§58-9-570 (1976), in ratemaking

proceedings involving a telephone utility the Commission must "give
due consideration to the telephone utility’s property devoted to
the public service...." Such consideration is traditionally made
in the context of the determination of thelotility's rate base.

For ratemaking purposes, the rate base is the total net value
of the telephone utility’s tangible and intangible capital or

property value on which the telephone utlllty is entitled to earn a

“_s allocated to

-the Company s operatlons, is composed of the value of the Company S

Libﬁﬁllc;'plus telephone plant uhéerlcoﬁeffﬁcﬁiob materials and

.supplles, and an allowance for cash worklng capltal and property

R deposlts The Accounting Department of the Admlnlstration 01V1Slon

of the Comm1351on Staff, prior to the date of the hearlng,
_conducted an audlt and examlnatlon of the Company s books and
records, 1nclud1ng rate base items, wlth plant addltlons and

retirements. _On the_bas1s of'th;e_audlt,;theeexhlb;ts and the
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testimony contained in the entire record of the hearing, the
Commission can determine and find proper balances for the
components of the Company’s rate base and other items.

Wwhen the rate base has been established, the Company's total
operating income for return is applied to the rate base to
determine what adjustments, if any, to the present rate structure
are necessary to generate earnings sufficient to produce a fair
rate of return or those adeguate to meet the needs of the Company.
The rate base should reflect the actual investment made by
1nvestors in the Company s property and the net value upon which
stockholders will receive a return on their investment. Cghis
Commission is among the majority of States which provide for the
determination of rates based-on a "year end" basis, which appears.

most reasonable to reflect the prospectlve operatlon of any

peratlons appear in the paragraphs belo"

-_base for 1ts 1ntrastate

' SOUTH CAROLINA SHARE OF PLANT LOCATED IN OTHER STATES

Staff proposes:to make an adjustment to both plant 1n servlce

3.and to accumulated ﬁepreciatlon to book South Carollna s share




J“jfthat the Staff’s adjustment mOSt*aéeufaEely*

%“annualized depreciation on.an end of perlod rate base,
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plant located in other states. Staff proposes an adjustment of
$6,830,891 to plant in service and ($1,852,131) to accumulated
depreciation. The Commission finds such adjustments to be
appropriate in order to adjust present South Carolina figures to
take into account the share of plant located in other states.
Therefore, the Commission approves Staff’s adjustments as stated
above. |

In addition, Staff proposes an adjustment of $119,788 to plant
under construction, ($45,611) to cash working capital and
($865,943) to accumulated deferred income taxes. Again, all of
these are to book South Carolina's share of plant located in other
states. The Commission finds these adjustments to be appropriate
as well for the reasons listed above.

ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION

... Both the Staff and the Consumer:Advocate proposé-an-adjustment

' to accumulated deprec1at10n to reflect the annualized depreciation

_eon an end-of— perlod;ﬁae;

' aajestment‘in the amount of ($747;661);-ﬁThéthnsumér:AdV0cate'

recommends an adjustment of ($371,429). The Commission believes

;a;eae@ea@a-
 'therefore adopts the Staff s adjustment.e The Staff also recommends'
an adjustment to accumulated deferred income taxes to reflect the

deferred tax effects of annuallzlng deprec1at10n expense on an end~

:.gfepe;iod”basis,”_The_Staiifs_adjustmantngﬁ.$242L244-iS approved . .

because of the reasoning stated'ahove.
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DEBIT RESERVE BALANCES

Staff proposes an adjustment of ($582,032) to reflect an
adjustment to accumulated depreciation to remove debit reserve
balances from rate base. The Commission believes that this
adjustment is appropriate and should be adopted.

On May 24, 1989, the Commission issued Order No. 89-539 under
Docket No. 88-661;C in which a three (3) year amortization of the
net book balance of electric operator systems-digital and analog
switching equipment was approved effective January 1, 1989. Such
electric operator systems—digital and analog switching equipment
Company's rate base. The Company is writing off the debit balance
in accumulated depreciation to depreciation expense over the three |

(3) year period approved by this Commission. The Staff’s

. iiadjustment was made duerto the fact that such electrig.gperate

”fratepayer,

Company w1ll be allowed to earn a return on both the retzred

‘szrom rate base prov1des £ r_e sharlng between the raﬁfp'yer and the

shareholder 51nce the Company is glven an above the 1ine wr1te off -

of the expense but 15 not allowed a return component Th1s 1s the ;:

__Lmethod which this Comm1351on ‘has used when grantlng early

'1ret1rements_£o_other telephone utllltles under xts jurlsdictionh
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Therefore, the Company should transfer the debit balance in the
reserve account to a deferred retirements account which will be
written off over the three (3) year period specified by this
Commission. The Commission finds this treatment to be in
accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts.

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES

Staff recommends an adjustment of ($939,757) as-an adjustment
to materials and supplies to reflect amounts contained on the
materials and supplies sub-ledger. The Commission believes that
such an adjustment is needed to accurately reflect the amount of
materials and supplies presented by the Company. Therefore, said

adjustment is adopted.

CASH WORKING CAPITAL

Staff proposes an adjustment to cash working capital to reduce

-Liﬁfaféﬂbaéé:for-unclaimed funds.' Thé-adjﬁstméhtjiéfihkfhegémount.of

($42,149). Unclaimed funds_:ep:esent:amdunts owed by'the Company

to persons who the Company has.not be make

payment. This gives the Company use“éffthis'monéYfahdftéﬁuces the

cash working capital reguirement. The Commission believes that the

"base is adopted.
The Staff proposed to reduce working capital fqué@:recting
adjustments only. The Company proposed to adjust for pro forma

adjustments, and the Consumer Advocate used the -lead lag method to

~.arrive.at the cash working capital reguirement.. Staff’s proposed . .

adjustment is ($246,996), the Company’s proposed adjustment is

© adjustment is needed to reduce rate base propely before the rate
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($127,687), and the Consumer Advocate's proposed adjustment is a
negative cash working capital requirement of ($666,000). The Staff
and the Company computed cash working capital by the formula
method, whereas the Consumer Advocate witness adopted the lead lag
study approach, Phis Commission has traditionally used a formula
method and has found that it adeguately reflects a company’'s cash
working capital allowance. Therefore, the Staff’s adjustment of

($246,996) is hereby adopted.

PENSION LIABILITY

Both the Staff and the Company propose to reduce rate
base to reflect the removal of the portion of pension Ilablllty
funded through the OPRB adjustment. The Staff’s adjustment reduces
rate base by a net effect of <$321,336>, whereas the Company’s

adjustment is <$116,157>. The Commission finds that it is

*reduce the Idabillty from rate base. s;nce the'"

Ljapproptratesto

‘Commission’ finds that adjustment is cdnSlthQP

accountlng pr1n01ples, ‘and therefore, Staff’s adjustment ‘is

ffapproved?
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CUSTOMER DEPQSITS

Staff proposes an accounting adjustment of ($1,458) to customer
deposits to recognize the rate base effect of annualizing interest
on customer deposits. The Commission approves this principle and

this adjustment.

PLANT UNDER CONSTRUCTION

Staff proposes an adjustment to plant under construction to
capitalize a portion of the pro forma wage increase. Staff’s
recommended adjustment is in the amount of 3$19,533. Said
adjustment is hereby approved as it is consistent with sound

regulatory accounting principles.

PROPERTY HELD FOR FUTURE USE

Staff has recommended an adjustment of ($149,621) to property
held for future use to adjust rate base for a building which was

replaced and subsequently destroyed The Commiseioﬁ fihds this

_adjustment to be approprlate and sald ad;ustment 15 therefore

fadopted.-

NON-ALLOWABLE ITEMS FROM RATE BASE

Staff proposes an adjustment to plant in service of ($7,921)

"to exclude non- allowable 1tems from rate base.f Further, Staff

'tuproposes an adjustment of ($11,007) to accumulated deprec1at10n toef*erfw”

-exclude non—allowable items.from rate_base.“ Flnally,.staff

proposes an adjustment of ($3,570) to plant under construction to

exclude non-allowable items from rate base. The Commission has

that said adjustments should be approved in this case.
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HURRICANE HUGO

Staff proposes an adjustment to accumulated depreciation to
reduce rate base with the extraordinary retirement of plant damaged
and retired due to Hurricane Hugo. The Commission finds this
adjustment of ($964,032) ﬁo be appropriate under the circumstances
and therefore approves said adjustment. Such adjustment is
consistent with the adjustment covering amortization of retirements

due to Hurricane Hugo discussed supra.

GTE DIRECTQORIES, INC.

In addition, both the Staff and the Consumer Advocate propose
an adjustment to telephone plant in service to reflect the rate
baserimpact of including GTE Directories, Incorporated. Staff
proposes an adjustment of $726,579, whereas the Consumer Advocate

proposes an adjustment of $727 000. The Staff adjustment is hereby

“adopted Further, the Staff pr0poses and we adopt an adjustment to

 ma§e;iasz" "' :;; s of $7 9, 731 and cash worklng
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TABLE B
ORIGINAL COST RATE BASE
JuLy 31, 1990
$

telecommunications Plant in Service 234,189,019
Accumulated Depreciation <65,869,099>
Net Plant in Service 168,319,920
Telecommunications Plant under

A Construction 7,006,029
Property Held for Future Use 2,036
Materials and Supplies 2,949,643
Cash Working Capital 779,202
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes <28,489,983>
Customer’s Deposits <964,493>
TOTAL RATE BASE 149,602,354

__EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDING OF FACT NOS. 13 aNp 14

The ev1dence for these flndlngs concernlng the aprOPrlate' i
capital structure and embedded cost rate is found primarily in the

testimony and exhibits presented by Company witness Austin,

Consume , and Commission Staff witness

' t’rn”fo: the Company, the

'3Comm1551on must welgh the. various'capital structures proposed by;;;;,ﬁ{f

in light of the criteria for determlnzng a falr rate of o

ourt of the Unlte
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Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. West Virginia Public

Service Commission, 262 U.S. 679, 692, 693, 43 S.Ct. 675 (1923),

the Court stated the applicable constitutional standard as follows:

A public wutility is entitled to such rates as will

permit it to earn a return on the value of the property

which it employs for the convenience of the public equal

to that generally being made at the same time and in the

same general part of the country on investments in cther

business  undertakings which are attended by

corresponding risks and uncertainties; but is has no

constitutional right to profits such as are realized or

anticipated in highly profitable ‘enterprises or

speculative ventures. The return should be reasonably

sufficient to assure confidence in the financial

soundness of the utility and should be adequate, under

_ ~ efficient and economical management, to maintain and

-%5!%$$5§fﬁgaisupport;vitsTcredit?aand'enable;;itatoe;raise;thé;;moneyiggjﬁ,ii

' necessary for the proper discharge of its public S
duties. . . .

That standard was reaffirmed by the Court in Federal Power

Commission v, Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 64 s5.Ct. 281

(1

944), where the Court stated:

‘commensurate. with' returns . on.

terprises ~ having- corresponding

éSéfétandayas“and;has_applied'them in numerous cases in the past.

1t'{s ‘clear from ‘these cases that the capital structul

“selected by the Commission in this proceeding must be one which

reflects financial'risks presented:b

the utility which- =
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is the subject of regulation. Otherwise, the constitutional tests
of reasonableness for a rate of return cannot be met. Moreover,
the Commission is cognizant of its obligation pursuant to S5.C. Code

Ann. §58-9-570 (1976) to give "due consideration to. . .the

L
.

cepitalization of the telephone utility. . .
The Commission finds that the applicable legal principles and
the substantial evidence of record require that the capital
structure of the GTE domestic telephone operating companies be
adopted for use in this case. This is totally consistent with the

Comm1551on s treatment of thls 1ssue in the Company s last rate

rorder.r The spec1flc capltai structure which the Commission “adopts
for use in this proceeding is depicted in the following table:

TABLE C

CAPITALIZATION - PER BOOKS _

s ST I T R 82 909
. Preferred ‘Stock . - s -54,589
(Sub}ect to Mandatory ' L R

_ch the Comm1351on flnds falffi:i
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and reasonable for ratemaking purposes in the instant proceeding.
The capitalization and concomitant ratios have been utilized in the
determination of a fair rate of return for the Company’s
operations.

EMBEDDED COST RATE

Long-Term Debt

The record indicates that, as of September 30, 1990, the
embedded cost of long-term debt for the GTE Domestic Telops capital
structure was 8.33%. The Commission considers that the embedded

cost of 1ong term debt of 8 336 should be used for the

determlnatlon of the cost of capltal hereln

Preferred Stock

"As of September 30, 1990, the embedded cost of preferred stock

for the GTE domestic telephone operating companies was 6.39%
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to the fair and reasonable rate of return on common equity for the
Company. These financial experts presented detailed explanations
of a number of methodological approaches to the determination of
the cost of equity capital.

' phe Commission’s analysis of the evidence regarding the
appropriate return on equity in this case must be guided by the
constitutional principles set forth by the Supreme Court of the

United States in Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v.

Public Service Commission of West Virginia, supra, and Federal

Power Commlss1on V. Hope Natural Gas Compa;z, supra These tests

can be summarlzed ‘as follows“

1. The allowed return on common equity should be
the same as that earned on other 1nvestments

of comparable risk,.

2. Utllltles have no constltutlonal right to
sprofits reald : - culatlve ventures.;

the Comm1551on is able toif

;¢;W1th these legal standards ﬂm nd 

fulfill its function of engaging in a careful ana1y51s of the_

_economic

Ht for appllcation w1th1n S T
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regulatory context.

The Commission heard the testimony of three (3) witnesses
dealing with the cost of equity capital appropriate for GTSE
operatlons in South Carolina. The Company presented testimony from
pr. James H. Vander Weide, Research Professor of Flnance and
Economics at Duke University. The Consumer Advocate presented the
| testtmony of Dr. John B. Legler, Professor of Finance in the
College of Business Administration at the University of Georgia.

Dr. R. Glenn Rhyne, Director of the Commission Staff’s Research

L Department testlfled on behalf of the Comm1ss10n Staff

5 company w1tness Dr Vander Welde ut111zed versions of the-.,mw,
Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) approach and the risk premium approach

to arrive at his final recommendations. Dr. Vander Weide

commer ded a cost of equlty of 14 5%.

;futlllty companies Wthh had a mxnimum level of non—regulated

or a utility prov1d1ng_

operations and contalned risks appropriate £
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selected the sample as a proxy for GTE telecommunications
operations in South Carolina because: "The cost of equity
appropriate in this case should be a function of providing
telephone services such as local service, intrastate access,
interetate acoess, and toll. 'Ratepayers should not have to bear
the risks that might result from any non-telephone and/or
non-regulated investments." Tr. 4, Rhyne at 314. Dr. Rhyne's DCF
approach produced a broad range which varied from 12.50% to 13.25%
for the telecommunications industry. Tr., Vol. 4, Rhyne, p. 363.
VHlS CAPM analys1s produced a best estlmate for the Company in a
rrange from 12 006 to 13 OOs, w1th a best p01nt estlmate between
12.50% and 13.00%. Id. Dr. Rhyne’s ultimate recommendation of the
cost of common equity to for GTE's telephone operations within

th Carolina

as in a range from 12.50% to 13.00%. Id. at 364.

'ff*frespective methods employed produced qulte dlfferent results,

with a_range between 12.0%, thng¢‘~-.

. Legler's studles, :;'
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14.50%, the recommendation of witness Vander Weide. 1In the final
analysis, the Commission must determine the credibility and
probative value of the testimony of the expert financial witnesses
presented and the Commission must use its judgment in evaluating
‘this e?ideﬁée'ih regard to the cost of common'equify, a matter
which is within the expertise of the Commission.

The Commission must further appraise the opinions of the
expert financial witnesses as to the expectations of investors or
the opportunity costs of equity capital in conjunction with the

_tanglble facts of the entlre record of the proceedlng, 1nc1udlng

7the observable f1nanc1a1 condltlon of the Company
Furthermore, the Commission cannot determine the fair and

reasonable return on common equity for the Company in isolation.

interrelated factors in the context of the record herein.

The Commission recognizes the legal principle and the

_pract;calingcegsitﬁfthat theﬁcqmpapy be_al;owedFthe,ppportunity_tol’""l:
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earn a fair rate of return to enable it to continue to meet its
service obligations and to maintain its financial strength to
provide for the attraction of capital. The present and perceivable
perspective flnanc1a1 condltlon of the Company and the investor
appraisal of that condltlon demonstrates to the Commission that the
Company’s cost of equity capital for its South Carolina intrastate
telephone utility operations should be evaluated as somewhat lower
than that postulated by the Company’s witness herein.

In its determination of a fair and reagsonable rate of return,

, the Comm1551on malntalns the ultlmate respon51b111ty of settlng the

rates to be charged for the utlllty services provzded by the’mu
Company. The exercise of that responsibility involves the
balancing of the interests of the consumer and the investor.

‘The C ission must gravely balance the interests of the

’5f1nancxa1 and‘economlc'witness in’ thls proceedlng, as well as upon_,,{;

ur consideration of the £

;tidpal"tévéﬁUes of

ull evidence 1q;thg:pecpgdkbeﬁq;g”gg,hthq”__
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$10,695,955 produced by the proposed rate schedules for the
Company’s intrastate operations, which would generate a rate of
return on equity of 14.5%, based on adjusted test year figures, are
excessive and unreasonable. That return on common equity and the
associated_tevehues cannot be supported by the evidence in this
proceeding.

There are various factors that contribute to the range of
recommendations of the witnesses. One major difference in the
Discounted Cash Flow analysis of the witnesses involves the issue
of flotatlon costs. Dr. Vander Welde has 1ncorporated a 5%
7f10tat10n cost adjustment in hlS estlmates ' Thls Coﬁﬁt551on has"
consistently considered the need for a flotation cost adjustment on

a case by case basis. Based on the Commission’s precedents,

_clearly ther

is no need for an adjustment in thls case. Both Dr.

iand further, has not demonstrate ik

South Carollna ratepayers Indeed the Company has gone so far as
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estimating the cost of equity to GTE South. Dr. Vander Weide used
the former Bell Regional Holding Companies as one such proxy in his
analysis. Dr. Vander Weide believes that the stock prices of
former Bell Regional Holding Companies are currently higher than
they would be ih the”absence of the cellular activities.
Essentially, he argues that the prices are inflated by cellular
activities, but these activities have not and are not incorporated
within the earnings projections that he uses within his discounted
cash flow analysis. Dr. Vander Weide uses the Institutional
Brokers Estlmate System (IBES) summary of analyst's flve year o
earnxngs prOJectlons to estlmate the expected growth rate in |
dividends per share that he incorporates in the Discounted Cash
Flow analysis.

It 15 not clear to what extent the market values the celiular

“the Companle‘“seeking to cquxre and develop suchfactivitles.

~an assumptlon appears to be unfounded The methodology and the_

djustment Dr. Vander Weide ha

“;'also failed to demonstrate that such an adjustment 1s requ1red at oo

';féii The strength of theﬁregulated telephone operatlon of. the fe“;ﬁ:7:°

sample of companies provides much of the market value clalmed by o

m-cel 1u,ar act1vit1es._:e”" B
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buring his appearance, Dr. Vander Weide corrected his DCF
analysis which adjusted for the cellular component. In his prefiled
testimony, Dr. Vander Weide failed to properly account for stock
splits which had taken place for two of the Bell Regional Holding
Companies. These corrections resulted in a substantial downwafd
revision in Dr. Vander Weide’s estimates. Dr. vander Weide
dismissed the importahce of these corrections and maintained his
original recommendation. In conclusion, Dr. Vander Weide’s
cellular phenomenon adjustment serves only to overstate the
appropriate cost of equi@gres;imape_fo;_GTE ope;atiqns_w;thip.South_
Cafbliné; o B SR T A e

br. Vander Weide also employed a cluster analysis to select a

proxy sample of companies to estimate the cost of equity. He

f_selected a sample from approx1mately 7 0 firms included in
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a cost of equity based on a group of non-telephone and largely
non-regulated firms. This recommendation is clearly inappropriate.

Based on these considerations: (1) the erroneous inclusion of
an issuance cost adjustment; (2) an erroneous attempt to adjust the
DCF to allow fot a so¥§alled teliuiar phenomenon, {3) the
inappropriate cluster sample selected; and (4) the overstatement of
the market’s expected risk.premium within the risk premium
analysis, the Commission believes the Company's requested return on
common equity is excessive and should be rejected.

_It{ therefor?i_becomes the Comm1551on s respon51b111ty to set_
a fair and reasonable rate of return on common equity from whlch
can be derived the lawful rates for the Company for its South

Carolina intrastate telephone operations. This responsibility must

_be discharged in accordance with statutory and 3ud1c1al standards

B The rate of return on common equ;ty hereln found falr and

:<ffreasonable falls withln the range produced by the studles of Dr._f;{}f-u

.Rhyne and Dr, Legl

‘The Commission considers the results reached by these studies —
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to have incorporated effectively the expectations of the potential
equity investor through the estimate of the relevant risk of
investment in the Company’s equity relative to the markef as a
whole. The relevant risk of the Company is impacted by such
factors as economic and financial conditions, inflatienary
expectations, competition, industry characteristics and the
fundamental characteristics of the firm. The Commission concludes
from the context of these studies that the point estimate of 12.50%
more closely reflects the current level of risk of the Company,
including the current conditions within the telecommunlcatlons
.industry, and therefore, approprlately 1ncorporates 1nvesters--
existing expectations. This rate will provide the Company with an

opportunity for a return commensurate with the return that equity

~_owners could expect to obtain in other enterprlses hav1ng

rrespondi

prlmar'ly rned only wzth the return to be earned on the ‘common
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subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction in this proceeding. The
Commission has made its findings based on the jurisdictional South
Carolina intrastate operations of the Company.

An important function of ratemaking is the determination of
the overall rate of return which the utility should be granted.
This Commission has utilized the following dofinitions of "rate of

return” in previous decisions, and continues to do so in this

proceeding:

For regulatory purposes, the rate of return 1is the
amount of money earned by a regulated company, over and
above operating costs, expressed as a percentage of the

.. _..... _.rate . base. In other words, the .rate of return includes .. ... ...
interest on long-term debt, dividends on preferred
stock, the earnings on common stock and surplus. As
Garfield and Lovejoy have put it "the return is that
money earned from operatlons which 1is available for
distribution among the various classes of contributors
of money capital. In the case of common stockholders,
part of thElI share _may be retalned to surplus

;ih' Economios of Regulatlon, pp'

“ . allowed rate of return on tho¢rétéibaée; Aé preViousiyﬂaiEEQSQEEZ-

ulated utlllty and regulatory body .

used hereln. Although the ‘determination of the return on common'hhh""}

,_ary'component from Wthh the rate o
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return on rate base can be derived, the overall rate of return, as
set by this Commission, must be fair and reasonable.
The United States Supreme Court’s landmark decision in

Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service

Commission of West Virginia, supra, also delineated general

guidelines for determining the fair rate of return in utility
requlation. In the Bluefield decision, the Court stated:

what annual rate will constitute Jjust compensation

depends upon many circumstances and must be determined

by the exercise of a fair and enlightened judgment,

having regard to all relevant facts. A public utility

is entitled to such rates as will permit it to earn a

“return on the value of the property which it employs for
the convenience of the public equal to that generally
being made at the same time and in the same general part
of the country on investments in other business
undertaking which are attended by corresponding risk and
uncertainties; but it has no constitutional rlghts to
profits such as are realized or anticipated in highly
profitable enterprlses or speculative ventures. The
. “return . -should  be - reasonably - sufficient to assure
fﬁjconfldence in the financial ‘soundness of-the utliiﬁf"and
should - - be adequate- under effl01ent and - economlcal
vimanagement, to maintain’ and support its credit and
: ?thitq_raise the - money necessary. for s

. at.one tlme,Aand;becom
, by' changes affecting opportunltles.for
-~ money market, and business generally..“

d901sion} sugra, the ‘Court restated its v1ew-f“:‘“"ﬂ

“held in Federal Power Comm1531on v. Natural Plpeline

e ;uﬁmnﬂmuab ~Co.wwsthat-the Commission- wasenotwwbound to. theﬁuqe_h_j
et of  any  single  formula or combination ‘of formulae in °

_dete:min1ng its rates, Its ratemaking function,

L. moreover.. involves-the. ‘making of - rpragmatic: adjustments’: -

' (ditatibn'_omitted) ... uUnder the statutory standard of °
j d reasonable',.;,t,_ is the result reached, not the
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method employed which is controlling {Citations
omitted)....

The ratemaking process under the Act, i.e., the fixing
of 'just and reasonable’ rates involves a balancing of
the investor and the consumer interests. Thus we stated
in the Natural Gas Pipeline Co. case, that regulation
does not insure that the business shall produce net
revenues., (Citations omitted)

But such considerations aside, the investor interest has
. a legitimate concern with the financial integrity of the
" company whose rates are belng regulated. From the
investor or company point of view it is important that
there be enough revenue not only for operating expenses
but also for the capital costs of the business. These
include service on the debt and dividends on the stock.
(Citation omitted). By that standard the return to the
. equity owner should be commensurate with returns on
Liies o jpvestments ‘in other  enterprises having . ‘corresponding’ . -
risks. That return, moreover, should be sufficient to
assure confidence in the financial integrity of the
enterprise, so as to maintain its credit and attract
capital.

320 U.S. at 602-603.

the respectlve embedded cos___ _es‘for long term debt of 8 33% and

'afor preferred stock of 6 39% subject to mandatory redemption and. el

6. 22s not subject to mandatory redemptlon, should be utlllzed in

'htﬁeﬁdeterﬁiﬁatidﬁfﬁﬁf“fiaifﬁfatefoﬁjreturn;ngr'tbe@purpqseeggfég
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this proceeding, the commission finds the proper cost rate for the
Company’s common equity capital to be 12.50%.

Using these findings, the overall rate of return on rate base
for the Company's South Carolina intrastate operations may be

derived as computed in the following table:

TABLE D
OVERALL RATE OF RETURN
WEIGHTED
RATIO COST COST
% % %
‘Long Term Debt 37.65 8.33 3.14
Preferred Stock .36 6.39 .02
Redemption)
Preferred Stock 1.18 6.22 .07
{(Not Subject to
Mandatory Redemption) o
Common Egquity 60.81 ' 12.50 ' 7.60
100.00% 10.83%

gfschedules and service regulatlons 15 found 1n7the testimony and

exhlblts of ny w1tnesses Klassen, Kunkle, Turner, and

Wellemeyer,'
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witness McDaniel. The revenue requirements of the Company having
been determined, the Commission is also concerned with the
determination of the specific rates and the development of the rate
structure that will yield the required revenues. It is generally
accepted that proper utility regulation requires the.exercise of
control over the rate structure to insure that equitable treatment
is afforded each class of customer.

The Commission has traditionally exercised its statutory
responsibility to provide "just and reasonable” rates, pursuant to
SiC. ode, §58 9 570 (1976) by the recognltlon and 1mplementat10n
Vof the ob]ectlve to prov1de telephone utilities a fair opportunlty
to earn a reasonable return which produces the allowed revenue

requirement in a manner which equitably apportions the revenue

__respons1b111ty among_the benef1c1ar1es of the utlllty S serv1ce

'epportlonment ' objectlve, Whlch;f L
iple” that™ the burden of meeting
ement 'mUst:_be dlstr;buted fairly.

_nsumer rationing
'de51gned to discourage

'under which rates
;”V'wasteful= use - of - public ~utility services lwhlleqf"”“
_;;f‘promotlng ‘all use ‘that is” economlcally justified in
o ylewsof the relationshlps between costs 1ncurred§4 S

~““and benefits received. B
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These criteria have been observed by this Commission in recent

proceedings and again are utilized in this matter.

The record of this proceeding reveals that
objectives in formulating the pricing proposals
to 1) achieve more efficient utilization of the

facilities, 2) provide a more equitable pricing

the Company’s
in this case were
existing and future

structure, 3)

maintain universal service, 4) assure marketability of service, 5)

recognize cost of service and value of service considerations, and

6) assure uniformity of rates.

-~ The “Commission recognizes both-the inherent limitations and . .=+

benefits of analyses based on cost as well as upon the value of

telecommunications services. Various costing methodologies have

been applied to many of the rates and charges in the distribution

U;;ﬁof revenues proposed by the Company in thls matter.bﬁ'”'““”°'

%econom;c"equatlon of costs and benefxts for the

iﬁthe reasonable Tevenue requ1rements falrly and to con51der the fi-

subscriber.;
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CALL TRACING

The Company proposes to implement a charge of $40.00
associated with the tracing of harassing calls. The Commission
pelieves that the Company should be compensated for this service
and, therefore, approves this proposal. -

BASIC EXCHANGE SERVICE

The Companyﬂproposes to eliminate zone charges. Staff agrees
with this proposal. The Consumer advocate, however, recommends the
transition to elimination of zone charges. The Commission believes
that it 15 1n the best interest of the consumers to 51mply

Lellmlnate the charges, therefore, the original Company proposal 1nHZ

this regard is adopted. The Company proposes to reduce the free

call allowance from five calls per month to two calls per month to

dlrectory a551stance., The Staff agrees w1th thlS recommendatlon.

7an accompanyxng 1ncreas

"'Tf Wlth regard to operator a551sted local calls, theeCompany _:'"'

PROPOSED
i _s_l-W_
- 81,25 -
$2.50

.CREDIT -CARD.
;STATION—TO—STATION_____”i
‘PERSON TO PERSON '

,_@Jsioce thlS proposed 1ncrease 1s unopposed by any party,

: “Commlssxo approves the proposed 1ncreases

with regard to verlflcation and#emergency 1nterrupt, tﬁeﬁ"J*;"ad
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Company proposes to increase its rate as follows:

PRESENT PROPOSED INCREASE
VERIFICATION 50.35 $0.70 $0.35
EMERGENCY INTERRUPT $0.75 $0.90 $0.15

Verification service allows a customer with a legitimate call
Aproblem to aek an operator to verify the status of a called line.
1f conversation is determined to exist on the line, the charges are
applied. Upon verification of the conversation on the line, should
a customer request a conversation in progress to be interrupted

in an emergency situation, the customer will incur an additional
incremental charge equlvalent to the 1nterrupt charge. The
comm1531on flnds that the proposed increase in these serv1ces.rs'

warranted and that further, no opposition is present to the

proposal. With regard to service charges, the Company proposes to

,1ncrease the premlses v1s1t 1n1t1a1 charge on both bu51ness and

:approves n - increase of the premlses'v151t 1n1t1a1 vieit charge o

'from $13 75 to $25 00

_Chenge Chargeg(NACC) ; For re51dent1a1 customers, thlsicharg [s -

h”ipropos d_to be $10 00 per request For busxness customers,_thls:h '

_:fchargej1s'proposed to be $14 00 per request.} The Commissxon flnde}fpj'“

_:good cause for thls proposal and therefore, approves 1t

The Companyialso proposes reprxczng the relocation of drop and




.““;ftmlle and $1 30 for each add £ onal quarter m11e to $9 46 per mlle..-“-'
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protector charges based on fifteen minute increments, instead of
the currently approved thirty minute increments. The proposed
rates for this service are $39.00 for the first fifteen minute
increment and $8.50 for each additional fifteen minute increment.
The Commission finds these charges to be just and reasonable, andA
therefore, adopts same,

The Company proposes an increase in the return check charge to
$15.00. This is the same as mandated by state law and this is,
therefore, approved.

With regard to drrectory llstlngs, the Company has proposed an
1hcrease in the rate charged the customer for a non-published |
telephone number from $1.75 to $2.30. Although the Consumer

Advocate has recommended a greater increase for a said directory

s_llstzng or a lack thereof, the Comm1551on feels that $2 30 1s

_approprrate for this servrce.

?rate of $5 OONper quarter mile_,rom the present“$1 95 per

7 _mlle. The Comm1551on belleves that this 1ncrease 1s reasonable

;The Company pr0poses'reprxcing forelgn exchange service

h transport at proposed spec1a1 access. rates Thls is. hereby

,{approved.._Further, the COmpany has proposed repr1c1ng forelgn

. central offlce servrce from the present rate of $6 50 for the flrst
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This is a reasonable proposal and is therefore approved.

MISCELLANEQUS SERVICE ARRANGEMENT

The Compahy has proposed increasing mileage rates for
off premises extensions. The present rate for off premises
ertehsions is $1;95 per quarter mile, and mith ten or more
extensions, the rate is 65¢ per quarter mile. The Company
proposes the institution of a uniform rate of $5.00 per guarter
mile, regardless of the number of extensions. The Commission
believes that this is a reasonable charge and, therefore, adopts
Same o S .
| .WithMregardito the Company'e proposai to increase rates for
Smart Call single feature (call-forwarding and eight number speed
calling) and to eliminate non-recurring feature implementation
charges, the Comm1551on is of the oplnlon that the Company 5

'L5proposa1 is’ correct, even though the Consumer Advocate hasff3:“5553*7*

j"recommended a greater 1ncrease for the Smart Call features.

“'therenglnee__“gﬁcharge for d1rect 1nward dlalgserv1ce and t05“7§~-w

_ellmlnate the charge for temporary suspensxon of serv1ce..

egard to touch tone calllng serv1ce, the staff haS'ﬁf

Wlthjﬁ

frecommended that the Comm1551on?con51der the eliminatlon of.touch

"ffmcalllng serv1oe charges.‘ The Consumer Advocate has recommended 5
"g;that these charges be increased,_whereas the Company has not
”Argcggfeproposed any 1ncreases for thlS charge. The Commrssion 1s of the:ﬁ;ihi,
| :oplnzon that Staff's recommendatlon with regard to touch calllng

'serv1ce charges is reasonable and approprlate,'and said N
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recommendation is adopted.

INTRALATA TOLL

The Company has proposed to use its own special access
services tariffs for the pricing of intralATA private line andr
channel services and foreign exchange services. The Company would
be required to withdraw its participation in the intraLATA toll
poll for the settlement on these services. The result of this
proposal would be that the private line and foreign exchange
customers will pay the same charges as interexchange carriers for
spe01a1 access service. The Company is prop051ng to convert 1ts
private line and foreign exchange rate structure to the same rate
structure used for Special Access used by the Interexchange
carriers. This proposal would allow the Company to have one tariff
for functlonally equ1valent serv1ces For 1ntraexchange prlvate

Lf}11ne and forelgn exchange customers, the Company is: propos1ng to

fuse the same rates as conta:ned 1n 1ts proposed speclal'"””V

'*(SAL} Therefore, w1th this exceptlon, the 1r1t::ae:r:change_':',_=
- 1nterexchange prlvate llne and forelgn customers will also be

"*paylng the same rates as any 1nterexchange carrler u51ng spec1a1

‘*access-serv1ces;f Even thoughi”he rates proposed by the Company

_;w111 increase revenues derlved through prlvate llne and forelgnu ;;a,g

"rg;exchange serv1ces, the net effect of thls proposal because of the P

;2}1055 1n toll settlements, would be a reductlon in the Company 5 _3713-'

”_'revenues by $1 667 091 N Addltlonally, as a- result of thls o

'proposal the customers of 1nterexchange private line and foreign"



DOCKET NO. 90-698-C - ORDER NO. 91-412
MAY 29, 1991
PAGE 67

exchange services could receive multiple billings if the services
provided by GTE in conjunction with other local exchange companies.
However, upon consideration of the matter, the Commission is of the
opinion that the conversion to a situation where the private line
and foreion exchange customers will pay the same charges as
interexchange carriers for special access service is appropriate
and desirable. Therefore, the Commission approves this proposal.
Additionally, the Company proposed the conversion to take place by
July 1, 1991. 1In the interim, from the date of the Order, and
effective date of the conversion, the Company is required to notify
existing private line customers of the specific rate of this
change, and where appropriate, assist the customer with reviewing
alternative services if the customer should desire such assistance.

INTERLATA TOLL REVENUE

The Company proposes to restructure and to reduce SWItChed

'TlfAccess charges.l{The comblned elements w1ll be placed into new

fgjlevelluhderfthis”proposal . The Company also proposes to 1ncreaseih:
':prates for Speczal Access Serv1ces. Further, the Company proposes

'V“to restructure Carrler Common Llne Charge (CCLC) to a flat access

L; w1tching elements and pr1c1ng le and L82 at the same level is ;Hf

~.reasonable, and the Comm1ss1on therefore, approves same. The rate

restructure and comblne the elements 1nto new local T

"f; tructure of the Swztched Access charges should lncorporate the

-.:_Company 5. proposals and should be revenue neutral. The Company

".proposal to reduce 1ts Swltched Access charges to its 1nterstate
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level would require substantial shift of the Company revenue
requirement to local basic exchange service. 1In light of the
consumer impact of this proposal, the Commission denies the Company
proposal to reduce its Switched Access rates and charges. The
Commission approves the proposal to increase the rates for the
Special Access Charges. With regard to the proposal to restructure
the CCLC to a flat per access line rate, the Commission denies the
proposal for two reasons. First, other local exohange companies
are handling the matter as GTE is under its present system,

Second, a change in restructuring the CCLC to a flat per access
line rate should be considered for all local exchange carriers at
the same time in the hearing which is forthcoming before of the
Commission. For these reasons this proposal is denied.

RATES

The Commlssion acknowledges the complex;ty of the_t ”k f:

;setting Just and_reasonable rates._ The relevant princ;ples

ﬁeharacterzzed in 't

IVAfth1s proceeding and’those tradltionally employed bygfhzs Com“1351on _;f
”'thave been fully con51dered in reachlng 1ts determ1nat10n.d4fhee:".

SRR Commzssaon has endeavored to annuallze the Company s proposed ratestﬁ;'a_

?and incorporate:our

?find1n9'0f7the proper 1ncrease 1n revenues in

“:__derivatlon of equltable,.lawful and reasonable rates. it

~_The Company s Applzcatlon 1ncorporated proposed rates

"”ff;schedules which would generate the amount of addltlonal revenue

"Arequested by the Company._ The Comm1551on has determlned that the“m"”' )

"T:requested amount should:be reduced
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In light of the evidence in the record before us and based
upon our evaluation of the applicability of the principles of
ratemaking, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that
fair and reasonable rates and charges for local exchange service
are as set forth in Appendix A of this 6rder, effective for service
rendered on or after May 29, 1991. The Company will herein be
required to file for approval within thirty (30) days of the date
of this Order revised schedules and tariffs consistent with the
terms of this Order, which incorporate the revenue reduction
determined in this Order to be appropriate.

| Thé following table represents the total revenue effect, as
adjusted, of the rates and charges proposed by the Company and the

rates and charges approved herein by the Commission.

TABLE E
o : - - S S ERT R $ -
TRACING & HARASSING CALLS o - - 7,800 - .-
" 'LOCAL SERVICE EXCL BASIC SERVICE ol 00000189,03600 0 o0
. 'SERVICE CHARGES = ' . L 221,192 0
- NONPUBLISHED NUMBERS desoin s D104, TAB L
~ TELEPHONE ANSWERING. .~ . .14, F13 e e
'4 ﬂFX AR ,_q. {.2. ;..' 4ﬂ5”'~'13 510 R
" MISC SVC ARRANGEMENTS ' : e 327,522
PRIVATE LINE SVC.f“ : - .. 380,623
.~ .SUBTOTAL = R e 1,259,114.
INTRALATA PRIVATE LINE o <1 667,091> -
-~ INTERLATA: . e % 422,897y
“BASIC LOCAL ‘RATES = < . ooineboiionio- 5,189, 7691-'

“{NET INCREASE .44;'*:'V.‘ S ;___4 8,895

3IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED

'ﬂfﬁfﬂ;;_;3-ﬂl.ﬁk That the proposed rates and charges flled by the Company;ﬁ

on November 30, 1990 are unreasonable and 1mproper and are hereby

"_ denled
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2. That the Company file with the Commission for approval
within thirty (30) days of the date of this Order tariffs in
accordance with the findings contained herein.

3. That the rates and charges herein approved shall take
effect on and after May 29, 1991.

4. That the Company continue to file quarterly reports
showing rate of return, rates of return on common equity and rate
base filed within sixty (60) days from the end of the calendar
quarter.

5. That the matter of the Company’s proposed incentive
reguiation plan shall be held in abeyance until further Order of
the Commission.

6. That this Order shall remain in full force and effect

until further Order of the Commission.

ﬁrr}az?}a‘db()dvaﬂﬁé-;,:"'

Chalrman

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.ﬁ,

”ATTEST:;F

:Executlve Dlrecto
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GTE SOUTH, INC,.

APPROVED RATES

RATE GROUP 1 RATE GROUP 2
BUSINESS
Dial Tone Access : $21.04 | 521.04
' .
Unlimited Usage: |
1 Party _ _ S 8.70 ! $12.30
Manual Access =~ = . '$'8.70 | $12.30 .
Automatic Access: . . . - | _ R
1st 10 Lines - - * $32.26 |  $38.40
~Addl. Lines . . . $20.48 | - $25.09 . . ..
Semi-Public o - $38.91 | - $45.57 -
L e e e e e T e
RESIDENCE .- - |
__________________________ ]
Dial Tone Access $10.24 ! $10.24
|
Unlimited Usaqge: ' !
1 Party S 3.44 I $ 5.72
- Manua; Access $13.31 $15,87
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USAGE SENSITIVE |
__________________________ |
BUSINESS: [ :
1 Party $21.04 ! $21.04
Manual $21.04 | $21.04
Automatic $21.04 } $21.04
l
RESIDENCE: |
1 Party $10.24 | $10.24
Manual L $10.24 | $10.24
l .
PUBLIC TELEPHONE ACCESS |
__________________________ [
Measured SR $21.04 | $21.04 - -
FOREIGN EXCHANGE .- |
__________________________ |
BUSINESS: S | o
g_h,Dial,TongﬁAcqess'f%,?¢,“g:ﬁ$21.04,.j_ $21.04 ¢l
e : R e e e [ A
Unlimited Usage: !
1 Party $ 8.70 | $12.30
Manual Access $ 8.70 | $12.30
Automatic Access: J
1st 10 Lines 7 $32.26 |} $38.40
Addl. Lines $20. f

$25.09

. 'RESIDENCE:
Dial Tone:Acces

unlimited U
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TEMPORARY SUSPENSION
BUSINESS:
Dial Tone Access

Unlimited Usage:
1l pParty
Manual Access
Automatic Access:
1st 10 Lines
Addl. Lines

RESIDENCE: -
Dial Tone Access

Unlinmited Usage!
: 1 Party
Manual Access

. .- SHARED TENANT .- . .

Measured Rate

$10.24

$ 3.44

513,31

$21.04

$21.04
$12.30
$12.30
$38.40
$25.09
$10.24

$ 5.72
$15.87

$21.04




